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RESULTS  OF  THE  BERLIN  CONFERENCE 

Statement  by  V.  M.  Molotov, 

Foreign  Minister  of  the  U.S.S.R. 

Published  in  Pravda  on  March  5,  1954 

A  Conference  of  the  Foreign  Ministers  of  France, 
Britain,  the  United  States  of  America  and  the  Soviet  Union 
was  held  in  Berlin  from  January  25  to  February  18.  This 
conference  examined  a  number  of  important  international 
problems. 

The  last  conference  of  the  Foreign  Ministers  of  the  four 
countries  had  taken  place  in  the  spring  of  1949.  No  con¬ 
ference  of  this  kind  had  taken  place  for  the  past  five  years. 
The  Berlin  Conference,  for  its  part,  came  to  the  unanimous 
conclusion  that  it  was  necessary  to  hold  a  further  con¬ 
ference,  to  be  attended  by  the  Foreign  Ministers  of  France, 
Britain,  the  United  States,  the  U.S.S.R.,  and  the  People’s 
Republic  of  China,  and  this  is  of  definite  international 
importance. 

I 

DURING  the  past  five  years  the  postwar  trends  of  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  camp  of  the  capitalist  countries  have  taken  a 
very  definite  shape.  It  is  now  clear  to  everyone  that  the  ruling 
circles  of  the  United  States  lay  claim  to  the  leading  role  in  this 
camp.  They  are  making  even  greater  claims.  Without  stand¬ 
ing  on  ceremony,  they  declare  that  they  have  assumed  “  the 
burden  of  world  leadership  ”  and  allege  that  the  United  States 
“  leads  the  world,”  although,  needless  to  say,  these  pretensions 
are  completely  without  foundation. 

These  aspirations  found  practical  expression  in  the  formation 
of  the  North  Atlantic  bloc,  which  was  set  up  in  1949  on  the 
initiative  of  the  United  States  government  and  with  the  active 
support  of  the  ruling  circles  of  Britain.  The  North  Atlantic 
Treaty  was  signed  by  the  following  countries:  the  United 
States  of  America,  Canada,  Britain,  France,  Belgium,  the 
Netherlands,  Luxemburg,  Denmark,  Norway,  Iceland,  Por¬ 
tugal,  Italy,  Greece  and  Turkey.  Some  of  these  countries  signed 
the  treaty  under  direct  external  pressure.  In  actual  fact,  this 
pact  is  a  weapon  of  the  Anglo-American  bloc,  and  it  is  precisely 
the  United  States  of  America  that  is  trying  to  use  this  treaty  in 
the  interests  of  establishing  its  own  domination  throughout  the 
world.  The  North  Atlantic  Treaty  resembles  the  notorious 
“  Anti-Comintern  Pact,”  which  was  concluded  in  1937  between 
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Hitlerite  Germany,  militarist  Japan  and  fascist  Italy  and  whicl 
from  the  very  outset,  was  directed  against  the  U.S.S.R.  Ther 
are  no  grounds  for  thinking  that  the  fate  of  the  North  Atlanti 
Pact  will  be  any  better  than  that  of  the  “  Anti-Comintern  Pact. 

Together  with  their  blatant  pretensions  to  world  dominatior 
the  ruling  circles  of  the  United  States,  and  also  of  Britain,  hav 
begun  to  emphasise  more  and  more  that  they  intend  to  pursu 
their  foreign  policy  “  from  a  position  of  strength.”  There  : 
nothing  surprising  in  this.  It  is  only  one  step  from  the  desir 
for  world  domination  to  the  policy  of  a  “  position  of  strength 
or  the  policy  of  “  peace  based  on  strength.” 

At  the  present  time  we  all  know  full  well  what  glorificatio 
of  this  policy  has  led  to,  not  only  in  the  United  States  an 
Britain,  but  also  in  the  other  countries  of  the  North  Atlantic  bio 

A  direct  expression  of  this  policy  is  the  armaments  dri\ 
that  has  developed  in  the  recent  period.  The  armaments  dm 
has  reached  unprecedented  proportions  in  the  United  State 
Britain,  France,  Belgium,  Norway  and  other  countries  of  tl 
bloc.  The  capitalist  monopolies  in  America  and  in  Europe  ha's 
already  made  huge  profits  out  of  this  drive.  But  it  has  falle 
as  a  heavy  burden  of  unbearable  taxation  and  inflated  pric< 
on  the  shoulders  of  the  peoples,  on  the  working  people. 

Special  significance  was  attached  to  atom  bomb  intimidatic 
of  all  kinds.  But  this  did  not  last  long.  Everyone  now  se< 
that  the  calculations  based  on  empty  hopes  of  the  United  Stab 
retaining  a  monopoly  in  this  sphere  have  proved  to  be  total 
unfounded. 

Together  with  the  armaments  drive,  the  United  States  < 
America,  and  also  Britain,  have  undertaken  the  construction  < 
a  network  of  military  bases  in  Europe  and  in  adjacent  territorie 
The  fact  that  these  military  bases  are  being  built  openly  f< 
purposes  aimed  against  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  people 
democracies,  only  serves  to  emphasise  that  the  establishment  < 
the  American  military  bases  has  nothing  in  common  with  tl 
interests  of  defence. 

Support  for  the  policy  of  a  “  position  of  strength  ”  result* 
in  the  signing,  two  years  ago,  of  the  Paris  agreement  on  tl 
establishment  of  the  so-called  “  European  Defence  Cor 
munity,”  which  makes  provision  for  the  restoration  of  t 
armed  forces  of  Western  Germany.  Plans  are  now  being  ma 
for  the  restoration  of  German  militarism,  which  only  recent 
was  opposed,  not  only  by  France  and  other  countries  on  t 
continent  of  Europe,  but  also  by  the  United  States  of  Ameri 
and  Britain.  In  this  connection  new,  and  moreover  exceptio 
ally  grave  difficulties  have  arisen  in  settling  the  Germ 
problem. 
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j  Many  other  actions  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  the 
phere  of  international  relations  are  also  an  expression  of  the 
,iolicy  of  a  “  position  of  strength.” 

It  is  impossible,  for  instance,  to  ignore  all  those  discrimina- 
pry  measures  in  the  sphere  of  international  trade  which  the 
United  States,  together  with  Britain  and  other  countries  in  that 
amp,  have  been  pursuing  during  the  past  few  years  in  relation 
o  the  U.S.S.R.,  the  People's  Republic  of  China  and  the  people's 
democracies.  In  spite  of  the  fact  that  this  policy  has  already 
jesulted  in  tremendous  losses  for  the  United  States  and  Britain 
hemselves,  under  different  pretexts  various  forms  of  pressure 
re  still  being  applied  in  order  to  hinder  normal  international 
jrade  and  to  restrict  and  hamper  economic  ties  with  the  coun¬ 
ties  in  the  democratic  camp.  The  result  of  this  policy,  how¬ 
ever,  has  been  quite  the  reverse,  and  during  these  years  the 
jconomic  ties  between  the  U.S.S.R.,  China  and  the  people’s 
democracies  have  been  greatly  strengthened  and  economic 
development  in  these  countries  is  increasing  year  by  year. 

■  Everyone  now  sees  that  the  policy  of  a  “  position  of  strength,” 
jvhich  is  being  pursued  by  the  ruling  circles  of  the  United  States 
md  Britain,  has  not  produced  any  positive  results  either  in  the 
)olitical  or  in  the  economic  fields.  It  is  also  suffering  complete 
ailure  in  the  military  sphere. 

j  Above  all,  this  policy  did  not  stand  up  to  the  test  in  Korea, 
t  did  not  carry  the  United  States  to  military  victory.  Having 
pecome  involved  in  military  intervention  in  Korea,  the  United 
states  began  to  lose  its  military  prestige  and  its  moral  standing. 
SVhere  the  people  were  waging  a  stubborn  struggle  for  their 
Rational  rights,  for  their  independence  and  freedom,  this  policy 
pould  only  end  in  failure. 

In  spite  of  all  the  help  being  given  to  France  by  the  United 
States  in  Indo-China,  there,  too,  the  policy  of  a  “  position  of 
strength  ”  has  not  turned  out  well.  France’s  colonial  policy 
[here,  and  together  with  it  the  policy  of  supporting  “  colonial- 
sm  ”  which  is  being  pursued  by  the  United  States  of  America, 
fire  suffering  defeat  after  defeat.  The  long  drawn  out  war  in 
indo-China  against  a  people  who  are  fighting  for  their  freedom 
ias  not  only  failed  to  serve  the  interests  of  the  notorious  policy 
Df  a  “  position  of  strength,”  but,  on  the  contrary,  has  resulted  in 
completely  discrediting  that  policy. 

To  all  this  must  be  added  the  fact  that  it  is  precisely  in  the 
past  five  years  that  the  People’s  Republic  of  China,  which 
iberated  the  Chinese  people  from  the  oppression  of  foreign 
mperialists,  has  not  only  been  formed  but  has  become  stronger, 
rhis  fact  is  of  the  greatest  significance  for  the  whole  future 
development  of  international  relations. 
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It  is  precisely  in  relation  to  China  that  the  policy  of  a  “  posi 
tion  of  strength  ”  has  been,  and  is  being  applied  with  particula 
obstinacy  and  with  recourse  to  many  absurd  extremes.  But  i 
is  precisely  there  that  the  utter  failure  of  this  policy  is  mos 
convincingly  felt. 

During  the  last  few  years  the  whole  of  the  camp  of  socialisn 
and  of  the  people’s  democracies  has  greatly  developed  an 
become  stronger.  During  these  years  a  second  world  marke 
has  come  into  being,  embracing  both  highly  industrialise 
countries  and  also  agrarian-industrial  countries  belonging  to  th 
democratic  camp.  Political  relations  between  these  countrie 
have  developed  in  the  direction  of  increasingly  close  co-opera 
tion  and  stronger  friendship. 

What  is  the  significance  of  the  policy  of  a  “  position  o 
strength,”  which  is  being  pursued  by  the  ruling  circles  of  th 
United  States  and  the  countries  of  the  Anglo-American  bloc 
In  the  last  analysis  it  amounts  to  a  foreign  and  domestic  polic 
pursued  with  the  object  of  preparing  a  new  war.  It  cannc 
mean  anything  else.  Such  a  policy  cannot  count  on  the  firr 
support  of  the  peoples. 

In  contrast  to  this  policy  of  the  United  States,  the  Sovi< 
government’s  foreign  policy  is  aimed  at  strengthening  peace  an 
international  co-operation.  The  policy  of  the  Soviet  Unio 
stems  from  the  basic  premises  that  there  are  no  controversi; 
issues  in  international  relations  that  could  not  be  solved  b 
peaceful  means.  It  is  a  policy  of  strengthening  peace, 
accords  with  the  interests  of  friendly  co-operation  among  tl 
peoples  and  serves  to  consolidate  the  peaceloving  forces  of  tl 
peoples  throughout  the  world. 

Until  recently  the  aforementioned  line  followed  by  the  Unite 
States  of  America  and  Britain  in  their  foreign  policy  definite: 
set  the  tone  for  most  of  the  countries  in  the  capitalist  cam 
The  implementation  of  the  policy  of  a  “  position  of  strength 
inevitably  led  to  a  sharpening  of  tension  in  international  rel 
tions.  This  was  felt  both  in  Europe  and  in  Asia.  This  wa 
and  is  being  felt  in  all  parts  of  the  world. 

An  important  change  in  the  international  situation  w; 
brought  about  by  the  initiative  of  the  People’s  Republic  < 
China  and  the  Korean  People’s  Democratic  Republic,  which  1< 
last  year  to  the  ending  of  the  Korean  war. 

The  conclusion  of  the  armistice  in  Korea  helped  to  redu< 
tension  in  international  relations.  This  made  it  possible  f 
the  Soviet  Union  to  raise  the  question  of  the  further  relaxatic 
of  international  tension.  The  very  fact  of  the  convening  of  t 
Berlin  Conference  is  proof  that  such  possibilities  exist  in  prese 
conditions.  i 
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The  convening  of  the  Berlin  Conference  was  preceded  by 
prolonged  diplomatic  correspondence  between  the  Soviet 
government  and  the  governments  of  the  United  States,  Britain 
md  France.  The  exchange  of  Notes  had  its  importance.  It 
mproved  the  conditions  for  the  calling  of  the  Berlin 
Conference. 

The  proposal  of  the  governments  of  the  three  western  states 
imounted  to  the  suggestion  that  the  future  conference  should 
:onfine  itself  to  a  discussion  of  certain  questions  relating  to  the 
3erman  problem,  and  the  question  of  the  Austrian  Treaty, 
rhey  tried  to  avoid  discussion  of  other  questions  and  of  the 
general  question  of  reducing  international  tension. 

The  Soviet  government,  for  its  part,  considered  that  now  that 
he  war  in  Korea  had  ended  and  an  armistice  had  been  con¬ 
cluded,  favourable  conditions  had  been  created  for  discussing 
he  question  of  measures  that  would  be  conducive  to  a  general 
casing  of  tension  in  international  relations,  including  the  ques- 
ions  of  the  reduction  of  armaments  and  the  prohibition  of 
oreign  military  bases  on  the  territory  of  other  states. 

The  Soviet  government  proposed  the  holding  of  a  conference 
)f  the  Foreign  Ministers  of  the  five  great  powers — France, 
Britain,  the  United  States,  the  U.S.S.R.  and  the  People’s 
Republic  of  China — to  discuss  the  question  of  measures  for 
■educing  tension  in  international  relations  and  also  the  holding 
>f  a  conference  of  the  Foreign  Ministers  of  the  four  powers  on 
he  German  question,  including  the  problem  of  re-establishing 
he  unity  of  Germany  and  concluding  a  peace  treaty. 

In  the  diplomatic  correspondence  that  took  place  up  to  the 
end.  of  last  year,  complete  agreement  was  not  reached,  since  the 
Jnited  States,  Britain  and  France  had  objections  to  the  afore- 
nentioned  conference  of  the  five  great  powers  with  the  partici¬ 
pation  of  the  People’s  Republic  of  China.  The  Soviet 
government  then  declared  that  it  would  raise  this  question  for 
:onsideration  at  the  conference  of  the  representatives  of  France, 
3ritain,  the  United  States  and  the  U.S.S.R.  in  Berlin,  on  which 
igreement  had  already  been  reached. 

We  submitted  the  following  agenda  at  the  Berlin  Conference: 

1.  Measures  to  reduce  tension  in  international  relations 
and  the  convocation  of  a  conference  of  the  Foreign 
Ministers  of  France,  Britain,  the  United  States,  the  Soviet 
Union  and  the  People’s  Republic  of  China. 

2.  The  German  question,  and  the  tasks  for  ensuring 
European  security. 

3.  The  Austrian  State  Treaty. 

The  Conference  adopted  this  agenda,  though  with  certain 
eservations. 
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The  way  in  which  public  opinion  in  the  western  countrie 
was  prepared  prior  to  the  Berlin  Conference,  must  not  be  over 
looked  The  basic  line  of  Anglo-American  foreign  policy,  o 
which  I  have  spoken,  was  revealed  in  these  preparations  as  wel 

Recently,  all  kinds  of  measures  were  taken  by  the  rulin 
circles  of  the  United  States,  and  also  of  Britain,  to  intensif 
pressure  on  the  U.S.S.R.  Not  only  the  Press  of  these  circle: 
but  also  statesmen  made  all  kinds  of  declarations  to  the  effec 
that  talks  with  the  Soviet  Union  were  useless  and  the  Berli 
Conference  was  doomed  to  inevitable  failure.  Nevertheles 
although  it  had  recourse  to  various  methods  of  pressure  an 
went  to  the  length  of  direct  threats  about  wrecking  the  confe 
ence,  the  reactionary  Press  was  still  unable  to  hide  the  intere: 
of  the  United  States,  Britain  and  France  in  the  Berli 
Conference. 

The  governments  of  these  countries  could  not  fail  to  tak 
into  account  the  intensified  pressure  of  democratic  circles  wh 
were  demanding  that  the  conference  of  the  representatives  < 
the  four  powers  take  into  consideration  the  desire  of  the  peopl 
for  the  relaxation  of  tension  in  international  relations.  A  simil 
influence  is  being  exercised  by  the  growth  of  the  national  liber 
tion  movement  of  the  peoples,  particularly  in  Asia.  The  cour 
of  events  has  proved  that  France,  Britain  and  the  United  Stat 
were  considerably  interested  in  the  convocation  of  the  Berl 
Conference. 

Before  speaking  of  the  agreements  reached  at  the  Berlin  Co 
ference,  it  is  necessary  to  touch  on  the  differences  revealed 
the  positions  of  the  U.S.S.R.  and  the  three  western  powers. 


II 

THE  conference  paid  most  attention  to  the  German  problei 
Of  all  the  problems  that  remained  unsettled  after  the  ei 
of  the  war  this,  as  everyone  knows,  is  the  main  one.  Yet  t 
four  states  whose  representatives  took  part  in  the  Berlin  Co 
ference  bear  special  responsibility  for  the  correct  solution 
this  problem.  This  means  that  the  German  question  must 
solved,  taking  into  account  the  interests  of  ensuring  peace  a 
security  in  Europe,  and  that  it  must  be  solved  also  in  accoi 
ance  with  the  national  interests  of  a  democratic  Germany. 

The  discussion  showed  completely  wherein  lies  the  essen 
of  the  differences  between  the  Soviet  Union  on  the  one  har 
and  the  United  States,  Britain  and  France  on  the  other.  T1 
does  not  mean  to  say,  however,  that  the  French  attitude  to  t 
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German,  problem  fully  coincides  with  the  attitude  taken  to  this 
problem  in  the  ruling  circles  of  the  United  States  and  Britain. 

The  Soviet  Union  has  taken,  and  continues  to  take,  the  stand 
hat  the  tasks  of  ensuring  peace  and  security  in  Europe  are 
pound  up,  first  and  foremost,  with  preventing  the  rebirth  of 
German  militarism. 

:  From  this  it  follows  that  the  carrying  out  of  measures 
Required  for  the  restoration  of  Germany’s  unity  on  a  democratic 
and  peaceloving  basis  must  not  be  postponed.  This  position 
is  fully  in  line  with  the  agreements  concluded  among  the  coun- 
:ries  of  the  anti-Hitler  coalition — agreements  among  the  United 
States,  Britain  and  the  U.S.S.R.,  and  adhered  to  subsequently  by 
Trance — both  during  the  war  and  immediately  after  it. 

The  governments  of  the  United  States,  Britain  and  France, 
however,  have  departed  from  this  position,  are  violating  very 
important  international  agreements  they  had  previously  signed, 
and  have  taken  the  path  of  helping  to  revive  German  militarism. 
Since  at  present  they  cannot  do  this  for  the  whole  of  Germany, 
jthey  are  stubbornly  preparing  the  remilitarisation  of  the  western 
part  of  Germany.  In  this  they  are  relying,  in  addition,  on 
Adenauer’s  Bonn  government. 

Had  the  governments  of  France,  Britain  and  the  United  States 
agreed,  like  the  government  of  the  Soviet  Union,  that  the  restora¬ 
tion  of  German  militarism  is  impermissible,  the  solution  of  all 
other  controversial  issues  would  have  been  greatly  facilitated. 
(At  the  same  time,  it  would  mean  that  on  this  question  the 
governments  of  the  four  powers  would  have  to  rely,  not  on 
the  German  militarists  and  revenge-seekers,  but  on  the  demo¬ 
cratic  and  peaceloving  German  forces,  which  express  the  true 
will  of  the  German  people. 

The  Berlin  Conference  confirmed  that  the  line  of  the  foreign 
policy  of  the  Anglo-American  bloc — which  consists  in  conduct¬ 
ing  policy  from  “  a  position  of  strength,”  or  “  peace  based  on 
strength  ” — is  also  making  itself  felt  in  the  German  problem. 

Proof  of  this  is  to  be  seen  in  such  facts  as  the  signing,  in  May 
1952,  of  the  Paris  and  Bonn  agreements.  These  agreements 
made  the  danger  of  the  rebirth  of  German  militarism  particu¬ 
larly  pressing. 

Under  the  Paris  agreement  there  is  to  be  set  up  for  a  period 
of  fifty  years  a  so-called  “  European  Defence  Community,”  under 
whose  flag  a  “  European  army  ”  is  being  organised,  consisting  of 
armed  forces  from  France,  Italy,  Belgium,  the  Netherlands, 
Luxemburg  and  of  Western  Germany  as  well.  From  this  we  see 
that  out  of  the  total  of  about  thirty  European  states,  six — includ¬ 
ing  Western  Germany— have  set  themselves  the  aim  of  forming 
a  narrow  and  limited  military  group,  for  which  the  label  “  Euro- 
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pean  ”  has  been  unjustifiably  appropriated,  although  four-fifths 
of  the  European  states  do  not  belong  to  it.  This  treaty  legalises 
the  restoration  of  a  West  German  army  (Wehrmacht)  and  its 
inclusion  in  this  military  grouping.  As  a  beginning,  it  is  pro 
posed  to  form  twelve  West  German  divisions,  but  already  nov 
there  are  plans  to  enlarge  these  forces  further.  It  is  no  coinci 
dence  that  there  is  already  talk  about  the  establishment  of  2 i 
and  even  60  West  German  divisions.  In  this  connection  w. 
must  not  ignore  the  fact  that,  quite  recently,  the  West  Germar 
parliament  (Bundestag),  contrary  to  the  existing  constitution 
adopted  decisions  which  permit  the  introduction  in  Westerr 
Germany  of  military  service  for  males  at  the  age  of  18.  Thest 
are  attempts  to  give  the  Adenauer  government  a  free  hand  tc 
establish  an  army. 

The  Bonn  agreement,  signed  by  the  United  States,  Britair 
France  and  also  Western  Germany,  was  concluded  at  the  sam< 
time,  in  addition  to  the  Paris  agreement  signed  by  six  states.  Tht 
Bonn  and  Paris  agreements  supplement  each  other. 

Under  the  Bonn  agreement,  troops  of  the  United  States,  Britair 
and  France  are  to  be  stationed  in  Western  Germany  for  decades 
thus  turning  Western  Germany  into  a  semi-occupied  country 
This  agreement  also  has  as  a  signatory  the  Adenauer  government 
which  at  the  present  time  is  the  main  support  of  West  Germar 
revenge-seekers,  who  wish  to  clear  the  way  for  the  restoration  o 
German  militarism.  The  West  German  revenge-seekers  hav< 
now  agreed  to  sign  the  Bonn  agreement,  which  is  humiliating 
for  the  German  people.  There  can  be  no  doubt,  however,  tha 
when,  in  accordance  with  the  Paris  agreement,  an  army  header 
by  Hitler  generals  is  established  in  Western  Germany,  they  wil 
then  cease  to  take  that  signature  into  account.  Their  real  objec 
tives  will  then  be  revealed,  their  aggressive  revenge-seeking  plan 
will  be  disclosed,  and  the  neighbouring  countries  will  be  the  firs 
to  feel  it. 

Simultaneously  with  the  Paris  and  Bonn  agreements,  a  tri 
partite  declaration  by  the  United  States,  Britain  and  France  wa 
issued,  the  object  of  which  was  to  give  every  support  to,  and  to 
speed  up  the  establishment  of  the  “  European  Defence  Com 
munity  ”  and,  consequently,  of  a  “  European  Army  ”  also. 

All  this  reveals  the  far-reaching  plans  of  the  ruling  circles  o 
the  United  States,  Britain  and  France,  for  the  purposes  of  whicl 
the  Paris  and  Bonn  agreements  were  signed.  Although  th< 
United  States  and  Britain  are  not  contributing  their  troops  t( 
the  “  European  Army,”  they  want,  nevertheless,  to  be  the  rea 
masters  in  the  affair.  The  plans  for  the  establishment  of  i 
“  European  Army,”  to  include  a  militarist  West  German  army 
can  only  be  explained  by  plans  for  the  preparation  of  a  new  wa 
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i  Europe.  And  it  is  becoming  clear  that  the  ruling  circles  of 
lie  United  States  want  this  new  war  to  be  waged  by  “Europeans.” 

When  the  “  European  Army  ”  is  established,  France  alone  of 
111  the  five  great  powers  will  be  deprived  of  the  possibility  of 
faving  her  own  national  army,  since  her  armed  forces  will  form 
art  of  the  “  European  Army.”  Nor  can  there  be  any  doubts 
lat  the  dominating  position  in  this  “  European  Army  ”  will  be 
liken  by  the  armed  forces  of  Western  Germany.  At  the  same 
me,  France  is  flagrantly  violating  the  very  basis  of  the  Franco- 
Soviet  Treaty  of  1944,  the  object  of  which  is  to  prevent  fresh 
aggression  by  German  militarism.  There  are  some  French 
(linisters  who  agree  to  all  this,  although  it  is  incomprehensible 
ijow  such  a  position  can  be  reconciled  with  the  national  dignity 
|nd  interests  of  France. 

As  we  know,  the  Paris  agreement  has  not  yet  been  ratified 
ly  the  parliaments  of  France,  Belgium  or  Italy,  and  it  has 
liaerefore  not  yet  come  into  force.  But,  lately,  increasing 
pressure  has  been  exerted  by  the  United  States  and  Britain,  on 
s'rance  in  particular,  to  get  this  agreement  ratified  so  that  it 
fcfay  come  into  operation. 

.  At  the  Berlin  Conference  not  only  Mr.  Dulles  and  Mr.  Eden, 
put  also  the  French  Foreign  Minister,  M.  Bidault,  presented  all 
'orts  of  arguments  in  defence  of  the  Paris  agreement  and  the 
Establishment  of  the  “  European  Defence  Community."  They 
Went  so  far  as  to  say  that  the  agreement  concluded  with  Western 
Germany  would  not  be  formally  binding  on  a  future  united 
Germany.  The  German  militarists  and  revenge-seekers,  should 
hey  succeed  in  making  practical  use  of  the  opportunity  for  the 
jestoration  of  militarism  in  Western  Germany  presented  by  the 
faris  agreement,  will  yet,  when  the  time  comes,  remind  the 
french,  British  and  American  Ministers  of  these  statements, 
j  However,  it  is  now  already  quite  clear  that  in  actual  fact  the 
'overnments  of  the  United  States,  Britain  and  France  and.  like¬ 
wise,  Adenauer’s  government,  rule  out  the  very  possibility  of 
he  reunification  of  Western  and  Eastern  Germany  into  a  single 
Berman  state.  In  accordance  with  the  Paris  agreement,  they 
declare  openly  that,  unless  this  agreement  is  extended  to  the 
vdiole  of  a  unified  Germany,  they  will  not  permit  the  unification 
J)f  the  two  parts  of  Germany  and,  consequently,  will  not  permit 
he  establishment  of  a  united  and  independent  German  state. 
Ml  this  throws  a  glaring  light  on  how  little  importance  they 
[scribe  to  all  their  other  proposals  on  the  German  question. 

;  This  can  be  understood  as  meaning  that  the  Ministers  of  the 
United  States,  Britain  and  France  at  the  Berlin  Conference  were 
Jot  concerned  with  a  real  solution  of  the  German  problem,  or 
tven  with  the  solution  of  some  practical  questions  of  great 


Thirteen 


significance  for  the  German  people.  Their  attention  wa 
absorbed  by  one  desire — to  pave  the  way  for  the  establishmer 
of  a  “  European  Army,”  in  accordance  with  the  Paris  agreemen 
which  opens  the  doors  to  the  rebirth  of  militarism  in  Wester 
Germany. 

The  Berlin  Conference  did  not  even  accept  the  Soviet  govern 
ment’s  proposal  to  hear  the  Germans,  and  find  out  what  th 
German  people  themselves  think  about  the  urgent  task  of  th 
reunification  of  Germany  and  about  the  participation  of  th 
German  people  in  safeguarding  European  peace  and  security 
This  was  opposed  also  by  the  West  German  government  whicf 
if  you  please,  does  not  intend  to  sit  at  the  same  table  as  th 
government  of  Eastern  Germany,  with  the  government  of  th 
German  Democratic  Republic,  which  opposes  the  plans  for  th 
restoration  of  German  militarism.  Yet  in  the  present  circun 
stances  it  is  precisely  the  German  Democratic  Republic  whic 
expresses  the  true  demand  of  all  peaceloving  Germans,  the  tru 
desire  of  the  German  people  for  peace  and  friendly  relatior 
with  other  nations.  The  refusal  to  hear  the  representatives  c 
Germany  is  proof  of  how  very  far  the  representatives  of  th 
United  States,  Britain  and  France  were  from  really  goin 
seriously  into  the  German  question. 

The  Ministers  of  the  United  States,  the  United  Kingdom  an 
France  were  unwilling  to  discuss  the  Soviet  draft  for  a  peac 
treaty  with  Germany.  Nor  did  they  submit  a  draft  peace  treat 
of  their  own.  They  refused  even  to  examine  the  question  c 
how  to  speed  up  the  preparation  of  a  peace  treaty  with  German; 
although  several  years  ago  a  conference  of  the  Foreign  Ministei 
of  the  four  powers  had  already  commenced  a  detailed  examine 
tion  of  this  question. 

The  Ministers  of  the  three  western  powers  refused  to  examir 
the  question  of  the  formation  of  a  provisional  all-Germa 
government,  to  consist  of  representatives  of  the  parliaments  c 
Eastern  and  Western  Germany,  though  this  would  have  been 
tangible  step  towards  the  restoration  of  Germany’s  unity,  on 
democratic  and  peaceloving  basis.  They  also  refused  to  accej 
the  Soviet  side’s  proposal  for  the  formation  of  two  all-Germa 
committees:  one,  to  improve  economic  and  administrative  ti< 
between  Eastern  and  Western  Germany;  and  the  other  to  de: 
with  questions  of  improving  conditions  for  the  development  c 
German  national  culture.  They  avoided  any  practical  stei 
towards  a  rapprochement  between  Eastern  and  Wester 
Germany,  though  this  is  the  surest  way  to  the  restoration  of  tl 
unity  of  Germany. 

The  Ministers  of  the  United  States,  Britain  and  France  woui 
not  examine  the  proposals  of  the  Soviet  Union  for  easing  tl 
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financial  and  economic  obligations  of  Eastern  and  Western 
Germany,  ensuing  from  the  consequences  of  the  war.  They 
know,  of  course,  that  in  Eastern  Germany  these  measures  have 
already  been  carried  out  and  that  there,  for  instance,  the  occupa¬ 
tion  expenditures  have  already  been  reduced  to  4.5  per  cent,  of 
the  revenue  of  the  East  German  state  budget.  At  the  same  time, 
taxation  is  growing  in  Western  Germany  and  the  occupation 
expenditures  are  constantly  increasing.  This  year  occupation 
iexpenditures  amount  to  nearly  35  per  cent,  of  all  the  revenues 
'of  the  West  German  state  budget. 

The  proposals  of  the  Ministers  of  the  United  States,  Britain 
and  France  on  the  German  question  consisted  of  one  thing 
{only — the  holding  of  so-called  “  free  elections  ”  in  Eastern  and 
Western  Germany.  But  this  proposal  again  had  nothing  in 
common  with  the  settlement  of  the  German  problem  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  interests  of  preserving  European  peace  and  security 
jand  holding  truly  free  elections.  Furthermore,  this  proposal 

fvas  completely  filled  with  distrust  of  the  German  people  and 
heir  democratic  forces. 

It  was  proposed  to  take  even  this  purely  internal  German 
affair  out  of  the  hands  of  the  Germans,  and  to  transfer  it  to 
j-he  occupation  authorities.  The  Soviet  Union’s  proposal  that 
9:he  four  powers  help  the  Germans  to  set  up  a  provisional  all- 
uGerman  government,  consisting  of  representatives  of  the 
| parliaments  and  democratic  organisations  of  Eastern  and 
Western  Germany,  and  that  this  government  should  itself  con¬ 
duct  free  all-German  elections,  was  turned  down, 
i  Another  of  our  proposals  was  not  adopted  either — that,  before 
ill-German  elections,  all  occupation  forces  should  be  withdrawn 
From  the  territory  of  both  Eastern  and  Western  Germany,  with 
i|die  exception  of  strictly  limited  contingents.  This  Soviet  pro¬ 
posal  was  aimed  at  preventing  pressure  on  the  elections  from  the 
occupation  authorities.  This  proposal  which  is  very  much  in 
conformity  with  the  interests  of  truly  free  elections,  was  also 
^rejected,  however,  by  the  advocates  of  so-called  “  free  elections.” 

|  Mr.  Dulles  continues  to  make  speeches  about  the  Berlin 
'  Conference  in  which  he  presents  himself  as  an  ardent  supporter 
i  Of  the  “  freedom  ”  of  the  peoples,  as  a  supporter  of  “  free  elec¬ 
tions.”  But  wc  know  that  not  all  speeches  about  “freedom” 
’'ire  in  defence  of  true  freedom  for  the  people,  for  the  working 
jpeople.  Some  “  defenders  ”  of  freedom  prefer  the  kind  of 
T  freedom  ”  in  which  exploiters  and  militarists  are  given  a  free 
land  and  live  in  clover,  while  the  working  people  remain  under 
the  constant  threat  of  war  and  a  fresh  holocaust.  Needless  to 
ittay,  we  are  not  in  favour  of  such  “  freedom.”  We  are  in  favour 
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of  that  freedom— true  freedom — in  which  the  militarists  an 
deprived  of  the  possibility  of  involving  the  peoples  in  new  blood} 
wars. 

We  know  that  in  1932-33,  Hitler  and  his  clique  similarly  came 
to  power  on  the  basis  of  so-called  “  free  elections.”  Hitler  die 
not  immediately  become  Chancellor  of  the  German  Reich.  The 
path  was  first  paved  for  him  by  the  Adenauers  of  the  time,  sue! 
as  the  notorious  Von  Papen,  who  belonged  to  the  same  party  a; 
Adenauer,  the  present  Bonn  Prime  Minister.  It  is  well  knowr 
that  behind  Hitler  and  his  henchmen  at  that  time,  such  as  Vo. 
Papen,  were  the  German  magnates  and  monopolists  who,  ir 
particular,  made  tremendous  capital  out  of  the  inflation  of  wai 
industries.  And  today,  behind  the  Adenauer  clique,  dreaming 
of  the  speeding  up  of  Western  Germany’s  remilitarisation,  an 
similar  German  magnates,  monopolists  who  base  their  plans  fo 
new  inflated  profits  and  superprofits  on  the  carrying  out  of  < 
new  armaments  drive,  and  who  link  their  interests  first  an( 
foremost  with  the  plans  for  the  rebirth  of  German  militarism 

In  words,  the  governments  of  the  United  States,  Britain  am 
France  favour  free  elections,  but  in  deeds  they  refuse  to  hav< 
anything  to  do  with  the  democratic  and  peaceloving  forces  o 
the  German  people.  They  calculate  that  they  will  best  succeec 
in  ensuring  that  “  freedom  ”  which  they  would  like  to  permi 
in  Germany,  through  the  occupation  authorities,  relying  on  th< 
occupation  forces.  Such  a  mistrust  of  the  democratic  and  peace 
loving  forces  of  Germany  not  only  cannot  ensure  the  furthe 
development  of  Germany  along  democratic  and  peaceloving 
lines,  but  is  direct  support  for  the  German  militarists  am 
revenge-seekers,  who  already  enjoy  this  support  in  Westeri 
Germany,  for  the  attainment  of  their  ends. 

In  the  present  policy  on  Germany  pursued  by  the  government 
of  the  United  States,  Britain  and  France,  everything  is  sub 
ordinated  to  the  plans  for  the  creation  of  the  “  Europeai 
Defence  Community,”  that  is,  the  “  European  Army,!’  whicl 
leads  to  the  restoration  of  militarism  in  Western  Germany.  Thi 
line  cannot  serve  the  cause  of  strengthening  peace  in  Europe 
By  following  such  a  line,  the  path  to  the  restoration  of  Germai 
unity  is  cut  off  at  the  same  time,  since  Western  Germany  cease 
to  be  a  peaceloving  state,  and  the  restoration  of  Germany  on  < 
democratic  and  peaceloving  basis  becomes  impossible. 

The  Soviet  Union  favours  a  different  policy,  a  different  lin< 
on  the  question  of  Germany. 

This  found  expression  in  the  Soviet  proposals  that  the  con 
elusion  of  a  peace  treaty  be  speeded  up  and  also  in  the  Sovie 
proposals  on  the  unification  of  Germany,  on  the  establishmen 
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,>f  a  provisional  all-German  government  and  the  holding  of  free 
11-German  elections.  The  object  of  these  proposals  is  to  speed 
p  in  every  way  the  national  unification  of  Germany  and,  at  the 
ame  time,  to  ensure  the  future  development  of  Germany  along 
j  emocratic  and  peaceloving  lines.  It  is  absolutely  clear  that  the 
1  Soviet  proposals  preclude  the  possibility  of  a  situation  arising 
1  which  Germany  might  once  again  become  a  dangerous  centre 
,  f  aggression  in  Europe.  These  proposals  are  based  on  the 
'  !npermissibility  of  the  restoration  of  German  militarism. 
t  Thus,  the  settlement  of  the  German  question  now  hangs  on 
,  ne  main  problem:  TO  RESTORE  OR  NOT  TO  RESTORE 
iERMAN  'MILITARISM. 

g  It  must  be  said  that  the  line  of  setting  up  a  “  European  Army,” 
-hd  of  restoring  militarism  in  Western  Germany  at  the  same 
r<me,  is  encountering  active  opposition  outside  the  government 
circles  of  such  countries  as  France,  Britain  and  even  Western 
d  Germany. 

In  France,  for  instance,  opposition  to  this  line  is  growing  not 
ijinly  among  the  workers  and  other  sections  of  the  working 
t  jeople,  but  also  in  bourgeois  circles.  This  opposition  is  con¬ 
tinually  growing  in  the  French  parliament.  Among  the  people 
Jjf  Britain,  dissatisfaction  with  this  line  is  widespread.  It  is  no 
coincidence  that  nearly  half  the  Labour  M.P.s  have  opposed  this 
.  ne,  which  is  defended  by  the  right  wing  leaders  of  the  Labour 
,-iarty.  And  in  Western  Germany,  too,  the  social  democrats, 
[liking  into  consideration  the  frame  of  mind  of  the  masses, 
Continue  to  oppose  Adenauer’s  policy  directed  at  speeding  up  the 
iiebirth  of  German  militarism,  even  at  the  price  of  renouncing 
nfermany’s  reunification. 

This  is  understandable.  A  policy  which  leads  to  the  rebirth 
if  German  militarism  arouses  legitimate  anxiety  in  all  the 
.puntries  of  Europe. 

In  connection  with  this  line  a  question  is  posed  in  all  its 
significance:  Which  way  are  matters  going — towards  the 
strengthening  of  peace,  or  towards  a  new  war? 

Where  does  the  present  line  of  the  United  States,  Britain  and 
,  ranee  on  the  German  question  lead? 

es  This  line  leads  to  the  formation  of  a  military  grouping  of 
certain  European  states  against  other  European  states.  To 
allow  this  line  means  to  renounce  the  tasks  of  strengthening 
.  |eace  and  security  in  Europe.  To  follow  this  line  means  to 
ike  the  path  of  preparation  for  a  new  war  in  Europe,  which 
t  /ould  lead  to  a  third  world  war. 

ft  Is  it  true  that,  in  the  interests  of  security,  France,  Italy, 
■nt  Belgium  and  the  European  countries  connected  with  them  are 
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forced  to  follow  this  line?  Is  it  really  necessary  to  set  up  : 
“  European  Defence  Community,”  and  with  it  to  remilitarise 
Western  Germany,  in  order  to  ensure  their  security  and  peace 
in  Europe? 

Recently,  particularly  in  France,  it  has  been  asked  repeated! 
whether  there  is  any  alternative  to  the  “  European  Defenc 
Community,”  that  is  to  say,  what  could  replace  this  notoriou 
“  community  ”  and  whether  peace  and  security  in  Europe  can 
not  be  ensured  without  having  recourse  to  the  establishment  o 
a  “  European  Army  ”  relying  on  the  rebirth  of  militarism  ii 
Western  Germany.  Although  these  questions  have  bee: 
repeatedly  posed,  this  has  usually  been  done  in  order,  indirectly 
to  justify  the  plans  envisaged  by  the  Paris  and  Bonn  agreement? 

At  the  Berlin  Conference,  the  Soviet  Union  opposed  to  th 
plans  for  the  creation  of  military  groupings  of  European  state 
a  concrete  plan  whereby  the  safeguarding  of  peace  and  securit 
for  all  the  countries  of  Europe  would  be  placed  on  a  firr 
footing.  This  plan  found  its  expression  in  the  Soviet  drai 
General  European  Treaty  on  Collective  Security  in  Europe. 

The  General  European  Treaty  provides  for  the  appropriat 
guarantees  against  aggression  and  the  violation  of  peace  i 
Europe.  The  treaty  would  be  open  to  all  European  state: 
irrespective  of  their  social  systems.  Pending  the  restoration  c 
German  unity,  the  German  Democratic  Republic  and  th 
German  Federal  Republic  could  be  parties  to  the  treaty,  an 
after  the  restoration  of  the  unity  of  the  German  state,  th 
unified  German  state  could  become  a  party.  In  the  event  of  a 
armed  attack  on  any  of  the  parties  to  the  treaty,  the  treat 
provides  for  assistance  by  the  other  parties  to  the  treaty  by  a 
the  means  at  their  disposal,  including  the  use  of  armed  fore 
for  the  purpose  of  re-establishing  and  maintaining  internation; 
peace  and  the  security  of  Europe. 

At  the  same  time  the  Soviet  proposals  provide  for  a  conside 
able  easing  in  the  position  of  Germany  already  at  the  presei 
time,  including  the  withdrawal  from  the  territory  of  the  who 
of  Germany  of  the  occupation  troops  of  all  four  powers,  wit 
the  exception  of  strictly  limited  contingents. 

The  Soviet  proposals  are  directed  at  creating,  in  the  place  < 
opposing  military  groupings  of  European  states,  an  effects 
system  of  collective  security  in  Europe. 

Since  1947,  there  has  been  in  operation  a  regional,  inte 
American  treaty  of  reciprocal  assistance,  the  parties  to  whic 
are  the  United  States  and  all  the  Latin  American  republics.  Sue 
regional  agreements,  provided  their  strictly  defensive  nature 
preserved,  can  have  a  definite  positive  significance — although,  < 
course,  it  is  impossible  to  recognise  the  legitimacy  of  the  attemp 
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nade  by  the  ruling  circles  of  the  United  States  to  use  this  treaty 
;or  their  own  narrow  interests,  on  the  pretext  of  combating 
communism.  Rebutting  possible  objections  to  the  General 
European  Treaty  on  Collective  Security  in  Europe,  the  Soviet 
delegation  pointed  out  how  worthless  were  these  objections 
vhen  directed  against  a  regional  agreement  for  Europe.  Such 
i  treaty,  which  would  be  of  a  truly  defensive  character,  is  also 
!ully  compatible  with  the  principles  of  the  United  Nations 
Charter. 

At  the  Berlin  Conference,  repeated  statements  were  made  that 
foday  the  world  is  divided,  that  there  are  countries  now  with 
differing  social  systems.  Needless  to  say,  it  is  impossible  to 
.gnore  this  fact.  It  is  impossible  to  ignore  the  fact  that  not  only 
[he  Soviet  Union,  but  a  whole  number  of  other  countries  as  well 
aave  taken  the  path  of  socialism  and  people’s  democracy,  and 
ire  successfully  advancing  along  this  path. 

In  this  we  see  the  greatest  achievement  of  the  twentieth 
pentury.  We  have  no  intention  of  denying  the  fact  that  the 
camp  of  peace,  democracy  and  socialism  now  unites  countries 
laving  a  population  of  800  millions.  The  growing  strength  of 
this  democratic  camp  is  obvious  and,  truly,  most  instructive  in 
many  respects. 

However,  we  consistently  adhere  to  Lenin’s  principle  of  the 
co-existence  of  states  with  different  social  systems. 

We  consider  that,  despite  differences  in  social  systems,  in  the 
European  countries,  for  instance,  all  the  European  peoples  are 
concerned  in  the  preservation  and  strengthening  of  peace.  Our 
objective  is  that,  on  the  question  of  the  defence  of  peace,  there 
should  not  be  two  camps,  either  in  Europe  or  throughout  the 
world.  We  call  on  all  European  states  to  RENOUNCE  THE 
ESTABLISHMENT  OF  MILITARY  GROUPINGS  opposed  to 
one  another,  since  the  establishment  of  such  groupings  cannot 
but  lead  to  war.  Instead  of  this  we  propose  that  A  SINGLE 
CAMP  BE  FORMED  OF  ALL  EUROPEAN  STATES  striving 
to  safeguard  their  security  and  to  strengthen  peace  in  Europe. 
In  this  system  of  European  security,  no  state,  even  though  it  be 
a  powerful  one,  should  possess  a  dominating  position. 

The  sovereignty  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  parties  to  this 
system  of  collective  security  must  be  safeguarded  and  protected 
from  attacks  from  without.  It  is  on  this  basis  that  the  General 
European  Treaty  on  Collective  Security  in  Europe  would  be  built. 

This  draft  received  no  support  from  the  Foreign  Ministers  of 
France,  Britain  and  the  United  States.  But  there  is  no  Minister 
who  can  repudiate  the  idea  of  collective  security  for  the  peoples 
of  Europe.  The  peoples  understand  this  idea.  It  arouses 
sympathy  among  all  peaceloving  people. 
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The  idea  of  a  general  European  treaty  on  collective  securit 
in  Europe  will  pave  for  itself  more  and  more  paths  to  the  heart 
of  millions  of  people,  and  this  will  most  truly  serve  the  caus< 
of  peace  and  security  in  Europe  and,  at  the  same  time,  through 
out  the  world.  Furthermore,  the  Soviet  Union  advocates  that 
before  the  conclusion  of  the  peace  treaty,  the  establishment  o 
German  armed  forces  should  not  be  allowed.  This  would  mea' 
ensuring  Germany’s  neutralisation  over  this  period. 

Certain  Ministers  may,  of  course,  continue  to  build  all  sort 
of  plans  for  the  establishment  of  the  “  European  Defence  Com 
munity  ”  and  for  the  remilitarisation  of  Western  Germany.  Bu 
nothing  can  come  of  this  except  yet  another  unreliable  militar 
grouping,  without  support  from  the  peoples.  A  totally  differen 
thing  is  the  idea  of  the  collective  security  of  the  peoples  o 
Europe,  which  is  expressed  in  the  General  European  Treaty,  o 
which  may  be  shaped  in  some  other  form.  This  idea  is  meetinj 
with  increasing  sympathy  among  the  peoples  of  Europe,  becaus 
it  expresses  the  deepest  desires  for  strengthening  peace,  for  th 
establishment  of  universal  security. 

The  Soviet  government  has  never  concealed  its  opposition  t< 
the  North  Atlantic  Pact,  which  expresses  the  desire  of  the  Anglo 
American  bloc  for  world  domination.  The  attempts  to  set  u] 
a  “  European  Defence  Community,”  which  involve  direct  com 
plicity  in  the  rebirth  of  German  militarism,  greatly  increase  th 
existing  differences.  The  Soviet  government  is  opposed  t< 
increasing  these  differences.  We  are  trying  to  settle  controversia 
issues  in  the  interests  of  strengthening  peace.  In  this  instanc 
it  becomes  particularly  clear  that  the  Soviet  Union  expresses  th 
thoughts  and  feelings  of  all  the  peaceloving  peoples  of  Europe 
and  not  of  Europe  alone. 

The  discussion  of  the  German  question  at  the  Berlin  Con 
ference  showed  that  the  difference  here  between  the  Soviet  Unioi 
and  the  three  western  states  consisted,  first  and  foremost,  of  th 
question  of  German  militarism,  since  plans  exist  for  its  restora 
tion.  The  Soviet  Union,  which  bore  the  brunt  of  the  struggl 
against  the  Hitler  aggression,  cannot  underrate  the  danger  o 
new  aggression  if  the  rebirth  of  German  militarism  be  permittee 

The  growing  threat  of  the  remilitarisation  of  Westeri 
Germany  could  not  but  affect  the  Austrian  question,  also. 

At  the  Berlin  Conference  the  readiness  was  revealed  of  th 
United  States,  Britain  and  France  to  withdraw  their  objection 
to  these  articles  of  the  draft  agreement  with  Austria,  to  whicl 
they  had  objected  for  the  past  five  years.  This  emphasise< 
sufficiently  how  groundless  were  their  previous  objections. 

On  the  Soviet  side,  readiness  was  declared  at  the  Berlii 
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Conference  to  sign  the  Austrian  Treaty  immediately,  provided 
two  proposals  were  accepted,  the  necessity  for  which  arise  from 
the  fact  of  the  signing  of  the  Paris  agreement  for  the  formation 
If  the  “  European  Defence  Community.” 

Here  are  these  two  proposals: 

Firstly,  we  proposed  that  Austria  should  pledge  herself  not 
jo  enter  into  any  military  grouping  directed  against  any  other 
tate  which  took  part  in  the  war  against  Hitlerism,  or  in  the 
iberation  of  Austria,  and  that  Austria’s  territory  should  not  be 
nade  available  for  the  establishment  of  foreign  military  bases. 

Secondly,  we  insisted  that  the  Austrian  Treaty  should  contain 
j.  reservation  that,  in  view  of  the  delay  in  concluding  a  peace 
treaty  with  Germany,  the  military  units,  now  stationed  in 
\ustria,  of  the  four  states  should  be  allowed  to  stay,  but  that 
he  question  of  the  date  of  the  withdrawal  of  the  military  units 
:)f  the  four  powers  from  Austrian  territory  should  be  recon¬ 
sidered  not  later  than  1955.  There  would  be  no  need  for  this 
^st  reservation  if  there  had  been  no  plans  for  the  establishment 
!»f  a  “  European  army.”  This  reservation  has  become  necessary, 
fisofar  as  all  kinds  of  pressure  are  now  being  exerted  by  the 
United  States  and  Britain  to  get  France  and  other  countries  to 
igree  to  the  restoration  of  militarism  in  Western  Germany,  which, 
naturally,  intensifies  the  danger  of  a  fresh  Austrian  Anschluss. 

The  governments  of  the  United  States,  Britain  and  France 
yould  not  agree  to  the  proposal  of  the  Soviet  Union  that  these 
jwo  additions  be  included  in  the  Austrian  Treaty.  Thereby, 
they  also  prevented  the  Austrian  government  from  considering 
these  proposals  with  the  necessary  understanding.  As  a  result 
pf  this,  the  Austrian  Treaty  has  not  been  signed. 

The  facts  given  above  go  to  show  that  responsibility  for  the 
breakdown  in  the  signing  of  the  Austrian  Treaty  lies  with  the 
governments  of  the  United  States,  Britain  and  France,  who  are 
inwilling  to  renounce  the  plans  for  the  revival  of  German 
(nilitarism  which  intensify  the  danger  of  a  new  Austrian 
l  X  nschluss. 

.  |  The  attempts  now  being  made  by  official  personages  in  the 
Jnited  States,  Britain  and  France,  and  in  Austria,  to  put  the 
Same  for  the  Austrian  Treaty  not  having  been  signed  on  to  the 
'Soviet  Union  are  completely  groundless.  In  the  present  circum¬ 
stances  the  Soviet  government  cannot  but  take  into  account  the 
ganger  of  the  revival  of  German  militarism,  and  the  new  threat 
Hf  an  Austrian  Anschluss ,  which  is  specifically  ruled  out  in  the 
Austrian  Treaty.  The  Soviet  Union  declares  its  readiness  to 
ijign  the  Treaty  with  Austria  as  soon  as  agreement  is  received 
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to  these  aforementioned  proposals,  which  conform  to  the 
interests  of  the  Austrian  people  themselves  as  well  as  to  the 
interests  of  peace  and  security  for  all  the  peoples  of  Europe. 


Ill 

IN  addition  to  the  German  and  Austrian  questions,  the  Berlir 
conference  discussed  the  question  of  measures  to  reduce 
tension  in  international  relations,  which  was  provided  for  by  the 
first  point  on  the  agenda.  The  discussion  of  this  question  was 
undeniably,  of  importance. 

Altogether  there  were  27  meetings  at  the  Berlin  Conference 
They  included  six  private  meetings,  of  a  restricted  nature,  a 
which  mainly  questions  with  regard  to  the  first  item  on  th< 
agenda  were  considered. 

As  a  result  of  these  discussions  among  the  Ministers,  tw< 
decisions  were  agreed  upon. 

As  you  know,  agreement  was  reached  that  the  government 
of  the  U.S.S.R.,  the  United  States,  France  and  Britain  woulc 
promote  the  successful  solution  of  the  problem  of  disarmament 
or  at  least  a  substantial  reduction  of  armaments.  This  agreemen 
did  not  quite  satisfy  the  Soviet  delegation.  It  did  not  reflec 
our  proposal  that  a  world  conference  be  called  this  year  for  th 
universal  reduction  of  armaments.  Nevertheless,  this  agreemen 
imposes  certain  obligations  on  the  governments  of  the  fou 
powers.  It  is  directed  against  the  armaments  drive.  It  lay 
down  that  at  least  a  substantial  reduction  of  armaments  woul 
be  promoted— on  which  the  Soviet  Union  has  invariably  insistec 
Agreement  was  also  reached  that  a  conference  be  called  i 
Geneva  on  April  26,  1954.  This  is  to  be  a  conference  of  repre 
sentatives  of  the  U.S.S.R.,  the  United  States,  France,  the  Unite 
Kingdom  and  the  People’s  Republic  of  China  on  the  peacefi 
settlement  of  the  Korean  question,  with  the  participation  of  th 
Republic  of  Korea,  the  Korean  People’s  Democratic  Republi 
and  the  other  countries  whose  armed  forces  participated  in  th 
hostilities  in  Korea  and  which  desire  to  attend,  and  on  th 
problem  of  restoring  peace  in  Indo-China,  also  with  the  partic 
pation  of  the  states  concerned. 

Thus,  in  Geneva  on  April  26,  a  conference  is  to  be  held  i 
which  the  five  great  powers  will  take  part,  on  two  of  the  mo: 
acute  problems  of  the  situation  in  Asia:  on  the  Korean  questio 
and  on  the  question  of  the  situation  in  Indo-China.  Thereb 
the  People’s  Republic  of  China  will  take  her  lawful  place  at  th 
conference  with  the  other  great  powers. 

It  is  as  yet  impossible  fully  to  appraise  the  significance  of  th 
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greement,  reached  at  the  Berlin  Conference.  But  this  agreement 
aay  serve  to  solve  two  important  problems  in  Asia,  which  will 
ielp  further  to  reduce  international  tension. 

The  United  Nations  General  Assembly  proved  powerless  to 
olve  the  question  of  Korea;  here,  too,  it  acted  under  the 
[ressure  of  the  United  States.  This  United  States  pressure  led 
lie  General  Assembly  to  take  incorrect  decisions,  which  hindered 
ne  convening  of  the  political  conference  on  the  Korean  question, 
'he  representatives  of  the  United  States  at  the  Panmunjom  talks 
ursued  the  same  object. 

The  Berlin  Conference  helped  to  untie  this  knot.  Now  the 
Representatives  of  the  Soviet  Union,  the  People’s  Republic  of 
China,  the  United  States,  the  United  Kingdom  and  France, 
pgether  with  representatives  of  both  parts  of  Korea,  will  be  able 
a  examine  the  question  of  the  final  settlement  of  the  Korean 
uestion.  The  task  is  to  assist  in  the  national  unification  of 
Lorea  along  democratic  lines,  and  in  the  transition  in  Korea 
fom  the  armistice  to  a  stable  peace. 

The  representative  of  France  at  the  Berlin  Conference  showed 
pedal  interest  in  the  question  of  lndo-China.  Here  France’s 
olonial  policy  has  reached  an  impasse,  coming  up  against  the 
Iteroic  struggle  of  the  Viet  Namese  people  who  are  defending 
heir  right  to  peace  and  national  freedom.  At  the  same  time  it 
las  imposed  an  unbearable  burden  on  the  people  of  France, 
lemanding  from  them  ever  new,  and  moreover  completely  futile, 
tacrifices. 

J  The  Geneva  Conference  will  be  faced  with  a  difficult  task: 
o  ensure  the  restoration  of  peace  and  the  national  rights  of  the 
jeoples  of  lndo-China.  A  great  deal  here  depends  on  the 
)osition  taken  by  the  government  of  France,  but  a  great  deal 
iepends  also  on  the  position  of  the  United  States,  whose  inter¬ 
ference  in  the  affairs  of  lndo-China  is  continually  increasing. 
But  the  most  important  factor  will  depend  on  the  recognition 
py  all  the  participants  in  the  conference  of  the  need  to  solve 
jhe  question  of  restoring  peace  in  lndo-China,  not  by  means  of 
pontinuing  the  hopeless  war,  but  by  means  of  an  agreement 
vhich  corresponds  to  the  principles  of  the  freedom  and  national 
ndependence  of  the  peoples. 


He  *  * 

'  The  results  of  the  Berlin  Conference  are  being  widely  discussed 
kt  present.  Official  representatives  and  the  Press  of  various 
rends  are  speaking  and  writing  about  it  in  many  countries, 
j  A  few  days  ago  the  French  Foreign  Minister  spoke  about  the 
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significance  of  the  Berlin  Conference  and,  particularly,  the 
importance  of  the  agreement  for  the  convening  cf  a  further 
conference  in  Geneva,  at  which  the  question  of  the  restoration 
of  peace  in  Indo-China  would  be  discussed.  The  course  of 
events  proves  how  urgent  the  solution  of  this  problem  has 
become. 

In  his  speech  to  the  House  of  Commons  last  week  the  British 
Foreign  Minister  made  a  number  of  critical  remarks  regarding 
the  Berlin  Conference  but,  at  the  same  time,  admitted  that  this 
conference  had  been  “  well  worth  while.”  He  added  that  “  the 
conference  has  certainly  not  heightened  international  tension.’ 
His  statement  reveals  disappointment  that  certain  calculations 
bound  up  with  attempts  at  pressure  on  the  U.S.S.R..  had  failed 
to  be  realised. 

We  also  know  that  there  have  been  attacks  on  Mr.  Dulles  in 
the  United  States  by  certain  senators,  particularly  for  the  exces¬ 
sive  concessions  he  is  supposed  to  have  made  on  China.  These 
senators  are  irresistibly  drawn  to  the  past,  and  they  would  like 
to  see  the  great  Chinese  people  still  in  their  old  condition  cf  a 
semi-colonial  state,  unscrupulously  exploited  by  foreign  capital. 
But  those  days  have  gone  for  good.  Let  us  hope  that  this  fact 
will  also  penetrate  the  minds  of  those  senators. 

From  all  that  has  been  said  certain  definite  conclusions  car 
be  drawn. 

Naturally,  we  must  not  exaggerate  the  results  of  the  Berlin 
Conference.  Particularly  since  it  will  only  be  possible  to  judge 
them  properly  by  the  results  of  the  Geneva  Conference,  agree¬ 
ment  on  which  was  reached  at  Berlin. 

However,  one  must  not  ignore  the  fact  that  the  prolongec 
break  in  conferences  of  the  four  powers,  which  dragged  out  foi 
five  years,  has  come  to  an  end.  The  Berlin  Conference  has  beer 
held,  a  conference  which  helped  to  clarify  a  number  of  inter 
national  questions  and  which  paved  the  way  for  a  conference  o; 
representatives  of  the  United  States,  the  United  Kingdom 
France,  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  People’s  Republic  of  China 
together  with  representatives  of  other  states. 

The  measures  that  are  being  taken  by  the  Soviet  Union  art 
directed  at  reducing  tension  in  international  relations  and,  con 
sequently,  at  strengthening  peace.  The  facts  prove  that  thes< 
measures  do  not  remain  without  results. 

Everything  points  to  the  fact  that  the  policy  being  carried  ou 
by  the  Soviet  government  helps  to  strengthen  the  internationa 
position  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  of  the  entire  democratk 
camp. 
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THE  SOVIET  UNION  AND  EUROPEAN 
SECURITY 
Soviet  Proposals 

Presented  to  Berlin  Conference  on  February  10,  1954 

Safeguarding  Security  in  Europe 

1.  The  governments  of  France,  the  United  Kingdom,  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  U.S.S.R.  undertake  to  con¬ 
tinue  their  efforts  to  reach  an  adequate  settlement  of  the  German 
problem  in  accordance  with  the  principles  of  maintaining  peace 
land  national  freedom,  and  also  to  observe  the  rights  of  all  other 
European  states  concerned  to  prevent  any  state  from  violating 
their  national  interests  and  security. 

2.  Pending  the  conclusion  of  a  peace  treaty  with  Germany 
iand  the  reunification  of  Germany  along  democratic  and  peaceful 
Hines  the  following  measures  shall  be  carried  out: 

(a)  The  occupation  forces  shall  be  withdrawn  simultan¬ 
eously  from  the  territory  of  both  Eastern  and  Western 
Germany,  within  a  period  of  six  months,  with  the  exception 
of  limited  contingents  left  to  perform  protective  functions 
arising  from  the  control  tasks  of  the  four  powers:  the 
U.S.S.R.  with  regard  to  Eastern  Germany,  and  the  United 
States  of  America,  the  United  Kingdom  and  France  with 

I  regard  to  Western  Germany. 

The  strength  of  such  contingents  shall  be  agreed  upon 
by  the  governments  of  the  four  powers. 

(b)  The  powers  which  are  at  present  exercising  occupa- 
1  !  tion  functions  in  Germany  shall  have  the  right  to  move  in 

their  forces  in  the  event  of  the  security  of  either  part  of 
:n  Germany  being  threatened:  the  U.S.S.R.  with  regard  to 
Eastern  Germany;  and  the  United  States,  the  United 
Kingdom  and  France  with  regard  to  Western  Germany. 

(c)  For  the  purpose  of  maintaining  internal  order  and 
the  defence  of  their  frontiers,  the  German  Democratic 
Republic  and  the  German  Federal  Republic  shall  have 
police  units,  the  strength  and  armaments  of  which  shall  be 
determined  by  agreement  among  the  four  powers. 

Inspection  groups  made  up  of  representatives  of  the  four 
powers  shall  be  formed  in  Eastern  and  Western  Germany 
to  supervise  the  carrying  out  of  this  Agreement. 

3.  In  accordance  with  the  above  provisions,  the  carrying  out 
of  which  will  assure  the  neutralisation  of  Germany  and  the 
creation  of  conditions  favourable  to  the  settlement  of  the  Ger- 
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man  problem  in  the  interests  of  strengthening  peace  in  Europe, 
the  four  powers  will  take  urgent  steps  to  facilitate  the  conclusion 
among  the  states  of  Europe  of  a  collective  security  treaty  which 
will  provide  appropriate  guarantees  against  aggression  and  the 
violation  of  peace  in  Europe.  To  this  end  the  four  powers  have 
agreed  to  take  the  initiative  in  convening  an  appropriate  con¬ 
ference  of  the  European  states. 


A  General  European  Treaty  on  Collective 
Security  in  Europe 

(Basic  Principles) 

With  a  view  to  safeguarding  peace  and  security  and  prevent¬ 
ing  aggression  against  any  state  in  Europe, 

With  a  view  to  strengthening  international  co-operation,  in 
conformity  with  the  principles  of  respect  for  the  independence 
and  sovereignty  of  states  and  of  non-interference  in  their 
internal  affairs, 

Seeking  to  prevent  the  formation  of  groups  of  European 
states  directed  against  other  European  states,  which  give  rise 
to  friction  and  strained  relations  among  nations,  and  seeking  to 
achieve  concerted  action  by  all  European  states  to  safeguard 
collective  security  in  Europe, 

The  states  of  Europe,  guided  by  the  purposes  and  principles 
of  the  United  Nations  Charter,  conclude  a  General  European 
Treaty  on  Collective  Security  in  Europe  containing  the  following 
basic  principles: 

1.  The  Treaty  shall  be  open  to  all  European  states,  without 
regard  to  their  social  systems,  which  recognise  the  purposes 
and  assume  the  obligations  arising  out  of  the  Treaty. 

Pending  the  establishment  of  a  united  peaceloving  democratic 
German  state,  the  German  Democratic  Republic  and  the  Ger¬ 
man  Federal  Republic  can  be  parties  to  the  Treaty,  enjoying 
equal  rights. 

It  is  understood  that  after  the  unification  of  Germany  the 
unified  German  state  can  become  a  party  to  the  Treaty  on 
general  terms. 

The  conclusion  of  the  Treaty  on  Collective  Security  in  Europe 
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hall  not  impair  the  jurisdiction  of  the  four  powers — the 
J.S.S.R.,  the  United  States  of  America,  the  United  Kingdom 
nd  France — with  regard  to  the  German  problem,  which  is  to 
lie  settled  in  the  manner  previously  determined  by  the  four 
owers. 

2.  The  parties  to  the  Treaty  undertake  to  refrain  from  any 
ttack  against  one  another  and  also  to  refrain  from  having 
ecourse  to  threats  of  the  use  of  force  in  their  international 
elations  and,  in  accordance  with  the  United  Nations  Charter, 
o  settle  any  dispute  that  may  arise  among  them  by  peaceful 
leans  and  in  such  a  way  as  not  to  endanger  international 
lieace  and  the  security  of  Europe. 

3.  The  parties  to  the  Treaty  shall  consult  among  themselves 
whenever,  in  the  view  of  any  one  of  them,  there  arises  the 
'anger  of  an  armed  attack  in  Europe  against  any  one  or  more 
if  the  parties  to  the  Treaty,  so  that  effective  steps  to  remove 
ganger  and  to  maintain  security  in  Europe  may  be  taken. 

4.  An  armed  attack  in  Europe  against  any  one  or  more  of 
fie  parties  to  the  Treaty  by  any  state  or  group  of  states  shall 
he  considered  an  attack  against  all  the  parties.  In  the  event  of 
uch  an  attack,  each  one  of  the  parties,  in  exercise  of  the  right 
if  individual  or  collective  self-defence,  shall  assist  the  state  or 
fates  which  have  been  so  attacked,  by  all  the  means  at  its 
lisposal,  including  the  use  of  armed  force,  for  the  purpose  of 
e-establishing  and  maintaining  international  peace  and  the 
Security  of  Europe. 

5.  The  parties  undertake  jointly  to  discuss  and  determine 
t  an  early  date  the  procedure  by  which  assistance,  including 
nilitary  assistance,  shall  be  rendered  by  the  parties  to  the  Treaty 
p  the  event  of  there  arising  in  Europe  a  situation  requiring 
|  collective  effort  to  re-establish  and  maintain  peace  in  Europe. 

6.  In  conformity  with  the  provisions  of  the  United  Nations 
Charter,  the  parties  shall  immediately  send  to  the  Security 
Council  of  the  United  Nations  information  on  activities,  under¬ 
taken  or  contemplated,  in  exercise  of  the  right  of  self-defence 
i>r  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  peace  and  security  in  Europe. 

7.  The  parties  undertake  not  to  enter  any  coalition  or  alliance, 
!>r  to  conclude  any  agreement  the  purposes  of  which  contradict 
he  purposes  of  the  Treaty  on  Collective  Security  in  Europe. 

8.  For  the  purpose  of  holding  the  consultations  among  the 
Parties  provided  for  by  the  Treaty,  and  for  the  purpose  of  con¬ 
sidering  matters  arising  out  of  the  problem  of  safeguarding 
security  in  Europe,  the  following  shall  be  provided  for: 

(a)  The  holding  of  periodic  and — whenever  required — 
special  conferences,  at  which  each  state  shall  be  represented 
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by  a  uiw.irrer  of  its  government  or  by  some  other  specially 
appointed  representative; 

(b)  The  establishment  of  a  permanent  consultative  politi¬ 
cal  committee,  whose  task  shall  be  the  drafting  of  appro¬ 
priate  recommendations  for  the  governments  of  the  parties; 

(c)  The  establishment  of  a  military  consultative  body 
whose  terms  of  reference  shall  be  determined  in  due  course. 

9.  Recognising  the  special  responsibility  of  the  permanent 
members  of  the  United  Nations  Security  Council  for  maintain¬ 
ing  international  peace  and  security,  the  parties  shall  invite  the 
governments  of  the  United  States  of  America  and  the  People’s 
Republic  of  China  to  send  their  representatives  as  observers  to 
the  bodies  set  up  under  the  Treaty. 

10.  The  present  Treaty  shall  not  interfere  in  any  way  with  the 
obligations  contained  in  the  international  treaties  and  agreements 
among  European  states,  the  principles  and  purposes  of  which  are 
in  line  with  the  principles  and  purposes  of  the  present  Treaty. 

11.  The  duration  of  the  Treaty  shall  be  fifty  years. 
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